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De facto states are typically conceived of as territories that have gained de facto
independence, often following warfare, but have failed to achieve (widespread)
international recognition. They have demonstrated a certain staying power—two
years of territorial control is a common definitional requirement—and display
‘strong indigenous roots’; they are not simply ‘puppet states’ (see, e.g. Pegg 1998;
Caspersen 2012). These entities may enjoy many of the attributes of statehood, but
they are not members of the exclusive club of (externally) sovereign states. De facto
states are not, however, merely esoteric anomalies in the international system, and
they also present significant security challenges: the territory to which they lay
claim remains contested and the outbreak of renewed warfare is a very distinct
possibility.

Nevertheless, when I first started doing research on de facto, or unrecognized,
states more than ten years ago, the literature was scarce and there was, in particular,
a lack of understanding of the internal dynamics of these entities. The dominant
image—in the media, foreign ministries and even some academic literature—was of
criminalized badlands that were ruled by infighting warlords and based their sur-
vival on extortion and the smuggling of dangerous goods, including drugs and even
radioactive material. Models for such an image are not hard to find. Chechnya
between 1996 and 1999 was riven by violent infighting and was typically described
as ‘a hotbed of crime and terror’ (Hughes 2007, 93), while inspiration could also be

The original version of this chapter appeared in The Annual of Language and Language of
Politics and Identity (2016), 10, 7–18. This article is updated and reprinted with permission from
the copyright holders.

This chapter is dedicated to the Charles University Research Development Schemes,
Programme PROGRES Q18—Social sciences: from multidisciplinary to interdisciplinary.

N. Caspersen (&)
University of York, York, UK
e-mail: nina.caspersen@york.ac.uk

© Springer International Publishing AG 2017
M. Riegl and B. Doboš (eds.), Unrecognized States and Secession
in the 21st Century, DOI 10.1007/978-3-319-56913-0_2

11



taken from the failed states or ungoverned territories that had come to be seen as
significant threats to international security. The tribal areas of Pakistan are often
described as ‘the most dangerous place on earth’ (Hussain 2012), and the threats
emanating from Yemen and increasingly ungoverned Libya are never far from the
news headlines.

What I and other scholars hoped to show was that this image was overplayed
(see, e.g. Caspersen 2008; Kolstø and Blakkisrud 2008; Berg and Kuusk 2010).
Although control by warlords and a preponderance of organized crime did char-
acterize some de facto states—especially in the early stages of de facto indepen-
dence—most have in fact taken a decisive step away from this initial disorder,
which is in any case not uncommon for a post-conflict context. A lack of external
sovereignty does not condemn an entity to disorder and eventual oblivion. De facto
states have managed to impose effective control over most of the area to which they
lay claim, have built at least rudimentary state institutions, and some have even
introduced political reforms. The lack of recognition, in fact, provides a strong
incentive to build effective institutions and introduce political reforms: it aids their
survival and serves an important legitimating function both internally and externally
(Caspersen 2012).

De facto states also tended to be viewed as transitory phenomenon. They existed
in a temporary limbo in-between the stable alternatives of de jure independence or,
more likely, forceful reintegration into their parent state. Most were consequently
expected to soon go the way of Chechnya and Republika Srpska Krajina and
become simply a violent footnote in history.

However, it has become clear that de facto states are not simply ephemeral
phenomena that will collapse on their own (Broers 2013); they have demonstrated
their longevity. The four de facto states in the former Soviet space have all existed
for more than two decades, as has Somaliland, while Northern Cyprus has been a de
facto state for four decades. Moreover, new contested territories that could be
described as de facto states have emerged, most notably the Donetsk People’s
Republic and the Luhansk People’s Republic in Ukraine. These two newest addi-
tions to the universe of de facto states have started to create some of the trappings of
statehood, although the extent of ‘indigenous roots’ is still debatable.

In the process of making our peace with the existence of de facto states, our
understanding of them has become a lot more nuanced and the research on de facto
states has become increasingly sophisticated. From being very much a niche topic,
the study of de facto states has gradually moved into the mainstream, not just of
conflict studies, which is where my own research originated, but also of area studies
and International Relations. De facto states may still be seen as esoteric anomalies,
but they are anomalies that can tell us something important about state-building,
sovereignty and the international system.

The current state of the research, however, still leaves a number of challenges
and areas for further exploration. In this contribution, I will focus on three inter-
related issues: related to terminology and the way we conceive of de facto states;
the effects of non-recognition; and the way in which our more nuanced under-
standing of de facto states impact on the prospect for conflict resolution. How can
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we, literarily, make peace with de facto states? This last question will form the bulk
of the contribution, but it is, as I will argue below, affected by the two other issues.

1 Making Peace with—While also Extending:
The Concept of De Facto States

As more authors, from different disciplines and with different research foci, have
started researching these unrecognized entities, a plethora of terms have been used:
de facto states, unrecognized states, contested states, shadow states, para states,
phantom states, etc. (see, e.g. Broers et al. 2015). However, there appears to be an
emerging consensus on using the term de facto states, and I am happy to bow to
this. The term ‘unrecognized states’, which I initially favoured since I was inter-
ested in the effects of non-recognition, worked better as a pre-2008 concept, i.e.
before Russia’s recognition of Abkhazia and South Ossetia. The term ‘de facto
states’ is better able to encompass such partially recognized states.

Greater terminological consensus would not, however, solve the ongoing dis-
cussions over which entities ‘qualify’ as de facto states. Should we, for example,
include territories such as Iraqi Kurdistan, which function as state-like entities but
have not formally declared independence, despite strong separatist sentiments? And
what about cases such as Palestine and Western Sahara whose right to
self-determination is internationally recognized and which exhibit some institu-
tional attributes of statehood, but do not enjoy the territorial control that normally
characterizes de facto states? Or what about rebel movements that control pockets
of territory and manage to create some form of governance (see Arjona et al. 2015).

I would propose that in order to better uncover the dynamics of de facto state-
hood and its effects, it is useful to consider de facto states as the end of a spectrum
of non-state governance in intra-state conflicts.1 Territorial control is a question of
degree, as is institution-building and even participatory politics. Scholars working
on rebel governance have in fact made arguments very similar to the ones made in
the de facto state literature: rebels cannot be reduced to warlords and
rebel-controlled areas should not be seen as areas where anarchy prevails.
Alternative forms of governance often emerge and we may even speak of a rebel
political order; institutions may be built and some public services, including health
and education, provided (Mampilly 2011; Arjona et al. 2015). Although there is
always an element of coercion, citizens are sometimes encouraged to participate in
citizens forums or elections for local committees may be held (Kasfir 2015). Rebel
forces who develop effective and legitimate governance systems will find them-
selves strengthened vis-à-vis the state (Arjona et al. 2015).

Kasfir (2015) argues that rebel governments are frequently ‘fragile, fluid and
short-lived’ but also contend that there is a great deal of variation. At the end of the

1Even if a few of the entities do not emerge from such a context.
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rebel governance continuum, we find rebel political order, which is more directly
comparable to governance in conventional polities. For this to be possible, a certain
duration of territorial control is needed. Now we might assume that de facto states
would simply constitute a further extension of this continuum. However, Kasfir
argues that with de facto states, we are dealing with a different category, since they
are ‘no longer governed under the pressure of anticipated violence’ and therefore
ceases to be cases of rebel governance (2015, 31). But I would argue that this
underestimates the continued effect of (potential) violence in the case of de facto
states; the type of governance found in de facto states, and in particular its legiti-
mation, is heavily influenced by the unresolved conflict and the persistent threat of a
military offensive (Caspersen 2011). Moreover, the definitions of de facto states
typically recognize the lack of rigidity, and especially the fact that territorial control
is both variable and reversible: rebel governments may increase their territorial
control and thereby become de facto states, while some de facto states facing
military attacks reverted to being cases of rebel governance (Caspersen 2012).
I would therefore argue that it makes sense to see de facto states as the end of a
spectrum of rebel governance; their territorial control is more durable and direct
violence has largely ceased, thus allowing for greater institution-building.
Moreover, the focus of the leaders is no longer on securing a military victory but
instead on defending this and pursuing international recognition of the de facto
situation. This may make the leaders even more concerned with their international
image. But although these entities have passed an important threshold in gaining de
facto independence, I would posit that they are not qualitative different.

2 Making Peace with Non-recognition

As I argued above, lack of recognition does not condemn an entity to anarchy, nor
to international isolation or to the status of mere puppets. Some de facto states have
managed to build surprisingly effective institutions and have introduced political
reforms, and some enjoy a reasonably high level of international engagement. Still,
I would maintain that the absence of (widespread) recognition matters. The degree
of its impact varies, but it is profound. Although some de facto states, such as
Taiwan, and to a lesser extent Northern Cyprus and Somaliland, are fairly well
integrated into the international system (Berg and Toomla 2009; see also
Ker-Lindsay 2012), important doors remain closed, and access still seems to be
dependent on the approval of the parent state, or the continued inability of the
parent state to function effectively, as in the case of Somaliland (see Caspersen
2015). More research is needed, however, on this aspect, including on the inter-
action between international engagement, state-building and political reforms.
Conceiving of de facto states as the end point of spectrum, and highlighting the
differences within the category, could help illuminate some of the key factors, such
as the effect of the duration of territorial control, the degree of territorial control,
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links with patron states, and whether or not independence has been formally
declared.

Lack of recognition, moreover, remains an existential threat: the territorial
integrity of the parent state is still seen as the overriding international norm, and it is
still widely accepted that the parent state is allowed to use force to reintegrate the
territory, even if against the will of the population of the de facto state. As the case
of Tamil Eelam showed, there may be some international criticism in case of severe
human rights violations, but it quickly dies down and the right of the parent state to
rule over the territory is not questioned. The narrative of future recognition,
moreover, plays an important legitimizing function internally; it helps the leaders
excuse current shortcoming and the allows them to keep the entity in a state of
exception, for example illustrated by the perpetual martial law in the case of
Nagorno Karabakh.

This does not mean that the pursuit of recognition is necessarily the main pre-
occupation of the leaders of the de facto states. Many of them realize that inter-
national recognition is unlikely, at least in the foreseeable future, and instead seek
better integration into the international system, as unrecognized or partially rec-
ognized entities. They hope that this will improve the status quo and strengthen
their de facto independence in the short-to-medium term and possibly make future
recognition more likely; or at least make international acceptance of forceful
reintegration less likely (Caspersen 2015). However, how sustainable is this and
what are the effects on internal dynamics—legitimacy, institution-building—of
prolonged experiences of non-recognition? This is another area for future research
and one which would again benefit from a more diversified understanding of de
facto states: the threat from renewed warfare is, for example, strikingly different for
a consolidated entity that enjoys great power support, than for an entity with more
insecure territorial control and a lack of external backing. This will also affect the
impact of prolonged non-recognition on their internal dynamics.

3 How to Make Peace with De Facto States

There is now a considerably body of research on the internal dynamics of de facto
states. This has greatly improved our understanding of them and has helped dis-
place previous simplifications. However, the impact of this more nuanced under-
standing on conflict resolution has yet to be explored. Regardless of how possible it
is to survive, and even thrive, without recognition, the territories remain contested.
While the de facto state may be relatively happy with the status quo, the parent state
is not and the existence of the de facto state—at least insofar as an explicit demand
for independence is made—is seen to violate the principle of territorial integrity.

The question that I will examine for the remainder of this contribution is whether
it matters for the prospect of conflict resolution that these entities cannot simply be
dismissed as criminalized badlands; that they have managed to create state-like
entities, sometimes with surprisingly effective institutions? Does it make it more, or
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less, likely that a solution can be found? Or does it affect the nature of such a
solution?

This has not been systematically analysed in the existing literature. The preva-
lent view is that the existence of de facto states prolongs a conflict and poses a
significant, possibly insurmountable, obstacle to a negotiated solution. The sepa-
ratists have won the war or at least the first round of conflict. Entities such as
Nagorno-Karabakh, Abkhazia, South Ossetia, Somaliland and Northern Cyprus
therefore already enjoy the de facto independence and territorial control to which
other separatists aspire. A stalemate could be said to exist insofar as the de facto
states cannot reach the goal of international recognition through military escalation,
and the risk of a catastrophic war is forever present, but it is to a ‘soft’ stalemate not
a hurting one (see, e.g. Hopmann and Zartman 2010, 2). The leaders of these
entities therefore have little reason to compromise. As King asks, ‘why be a mayor
of a small city if you can be president of a country?’ ‘why be a lieutenant in
someone else’s army if you can be a general in your own?’ (2001, 551).

If we view de facto states as the end of a continuum, as far as territorial control is
concerned, then there is little doubt that these entities are negotiating from a relative
position of strength and this makes it hard to convince them to accept less than full
independence. It is far more common for secessionist movement to control no
territory or only a few districts, and often only for a short time, or there may be
pockets of contested territories where, for example, the state rules by day, but the
rebels by night (Kasfir 2015). In such cases, the secessionist leaders will have far
greater incentive to agree to a peace agreement that promises them a degree of
self-government or similar; this would in some ways constitute a gain.

The policy implications of this argument are straightforward and readily adopted
by central governments: avoid the creation of a de facto state and do your utmost to
weaken it if one does emerge. Make sure that incipient rebel governance is not
strengthened through international engagement, possibly avoid negotiating directly
with rebel leaders as this implies recognition of their status; isolate de facto states,
for example through blockades, and fight any links that would legitimize or nor-
malize their existence.

Another version of this argument would point to the involvement of patron
states. The secessionist movements strong enough to achieve de facto indepen-
dence, and in particular maintain it, usually enjoy the support of a patron. Such third
party involvement is usually seen as an obstacle to a negotiated solution (Doyle and
Sambanis 2000). Although de facto states should not be seen as mere puppets of
their patron states, the patron state may enjoy an effective veto in any peace talks
which, if nothing else, complicates attempts to find a solution as more players have
to come to an agreement.

All else being equal a conflict becomes much harder to resolve once the
secessionist forces secure de facto independence and especially if they manage to
maintain it for a period of time. However, all else is not equal: the territorial control
also makes it possible to build institution and ensure greater internal cohesion
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(Kasfir 2015). And this could pull in the opposite direction. One of the factors
argued to explain the longevity of civil wars is the number of factions involved: the
more factions involved, the longer the war is likely to last (Doyle and Sambanis
2000). This is especially the case if the factions themselves lack cohesion and a
clear structure and chain of command. Conflicts with many rebel factions are
characterized by both intra- and inter-communal violence, the dynamics are
unpredictable, and negotiating a lasting solution is near-impossible: who do you
negotiate with; will they be able to deliver their followers? The need for credible
commitment in peace talks is widely emphasized in the literature (Walter 2002).
Such commitment requires negotiators who are in control of their community2, and
this would suggest that separatist state-building could in fact have a positive effect.

The ability to identify what Zartman (1995) terms a ‘valid spokesperson’ does
not, however, translate into a willingness to accept a compromise solution. In cases
where de facto independence has already been achieved, any solution short of
independence is unlikely to prove acceptable. The leaders of Nagorno Karabakh
are, for example, adamant that independence is non-negotiable, and insist that
Azerbaijan has to accept the ‘current reality’ (i.e. de facto independence).3 It may,
in other words, be possible to negotiate an agreement, but not necessarily one that
the parent state would accept. It is possible that there is a threshold beyond which
‘rebel control’ makes an agreement more difficult to achieve. The Free Aceh
Movement (GAM) in Indonesia appears to have been on the ‘right’ side of this
threshold. Between 1998 and 2005, when the Memorandum of Understanding was
signed, the Free Aceh Movement had control over a handful of districts and
managed to establish certain elements of governance in this area, including the
supply of some public services. As part of this strategy, the GAM incorporated
different societal forces, which helped ensure a more legitimate and cohesive
movement (Barter 2015). However, the territorial control remained confined and
GAM suffered significant military setbacks in the years leading up to the agreement.
They consequently came to realize that independence was not realistic and even-
tually settled for extensive autonomy (Merikallio and Ruokanen 2015). But unlike a
more fractionalized movement, they were able to make it stick; they avoided a
significant split and could use the incipient institutions already created to consoli-
date their power and implement the agreement (Barter 2015; see also International
Crisis Group 2013). In the case of Sudan on the other hand, the Sudanese People’s
Liberation Movement/Army was in control of most of the southern part of the
country and was able to create a partially effective system of governance that
provided ‘a degree of stability of certain areas of South Sudan’ (Mampilly 2011,
p. 22). The SPLM/A made clear that they would not settle for autonomy and would
only accept an agreement that included an independence referendum following an

2However, the literature on commitment problems in civil wars has generally treated the conflict
parties as unitary actors.
3Interview with Hrachya Arzoumanyan, expert in the NKR foreign ministry, Stepanakert, 1
November 2008.
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interim period; this would give them a way out, if the central government failed to
reform the state sufficiently, and it also satisfied the separatist faction of the
SPLM/A. This faction came to be dominant following the signing of the agreement
and South Sudan became independent in 2011 (see, e.g. Brosché 2008). Such an
agreed secession could provide stability—although it did not in this case, as I will
return to shortly—but it will rarely be acceptable to the parent state. A similar
framework has been suggested in the case of Nagorno Karabakh: a popular vote
following an interim period is to determine the region’s future status. Azerbaijan is
vehemently opposed to any vote that could lead to independence for Nagorno
Karabakh, arguing that the entire country must have a say if the referendum
includes the option of independence (see, e.g. Trend Agency 2011). In other
conflicts, the insistence on territorial integrity also comes from the international
mediators. The ‘Basic Principles for the Division of Competencies between Tbilisi
and Sukhumi’ which the UN proposed in 2001 and which remained the framework
for mediation efforts for several years spoke of Abkhazia as a ‘sovereign entity,
based on the rule of law, within the State of Georgia’. The Abkhaz leadership,
however, refused to even receive the document (Francis 2011).

The above arguments have, however, made no distinction between different
types of separatist governance: do they, for example, rely on popular support or on
coercion? Is their governance focused solely on security or do they also provide
other public services such as health and education. Some de facto states have
implemented political reforms, and it could be argued that the resulting movement
away from military leaders, or warlords, towards civilian politicians would tempter
the militaristic rhetoric, increase diversity and open up for alternative solutions.
When Abkhazia held multiparty elections in 2004, which resulted in the victory of
the non-regime candidate Sergei Bagapsh, there were initially hopes that this
transfer of power would make it easier to reach a negotiated solution, especially
when combined with the previous year’s regime change in Georgia. After all, the
new Abkhaz government included people who had taken part in track II dialogue
with Georgian counterparts and were said to acknowledge, in private, the need for
compromise with Georgia.4 The problem is, however, that the kind of democrati-
zation that we find in de facto states is usually constrained (Caspersen 2011). We
may find competing political parties representing diverse views, but on the issue of
independence, we tend to observe intra-communal consensus, even if there may be
disagreements over how best to achieve international recognition and maintain de
facto independence. It is not merely hardliners who regard sovereignty as
non-negotiable (see Lynch 2004, 51). Elections are not separate from the overall
secessionist project; for example, in both Abkhazia and Nagorno Karabakh, the
electoral processes are founded on ethnic exclusion (Ó Beacháin 2015). Moreover,
the reasoning for the population can be strikingly similar to the political elites: ‘why
be a minority in someone else’s states when you can be a majority in your own?’
Such a question is even easier to answer given the years of propaganda that has

4Interview with Paata Zakareishvili, Tbilisi, 31 August 2006.
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painted the parent state as an enemy bent on their annihilation. Similarly, both
institution-building and political reforms will result in stronger and more legitimate
entities and both leaders and followers may consequently see even less reason to
consider a risky compromise.

On the other hand, in conflicts including de facto states—intra-state conflicts at
the extreme end of the rebel governance spectrum—a common state is rarely a
realistic solution, at least not in the short term. If the parent state refuses to consider
secession, or various forms of shared sovereignty, the best that can be hoped for is
for relations to be re-established and mistrust to gradually subside (Caspersen
2012). This will be a lot easier with effective entities that are not ruled by unrep-
resentative warlords. Over the long term, new dynamics may emerge especially if
the security threat subsides. The narrative of future recognition and the persistence
of an external threat are powerful instruments for ensuring internal cohesion, but
their effectiveness is likely to wane if recognition remains unlikely. This could open
the way for a rapprochement with the parent state.

The effect of rebel governance on the prospect of a negotiated settlement is
therefore double-sided, but probably tends to make it harder to reach a solution that
both sides can agree to, at least at the de facto state end of the spectrum. However,
the effect on the post-settlement phase is more likely to be positive. Whether the
state is maintained or not, a common cause of instability is a lack of capacity in
what now becomes a self-governing region (Caspersen 2017). Without sufficient
capacity, the local leaders will be unable to defeat spoilers set on undermining the
agreement and will also lack the resources to supply public services and thereby
legitimize the agreement in the eyes of the general population. This further adds to
the risk of spoiler violence. Such instability is clearly detrimental to human security,
but it also risks undermining the agreement as a whole. Following the signing of a
peace agreement in 1996, Mindanao in the Philippines, for example, became a
byword for anarchy; the autonomous government led by the former rebel move-
ment, the Moro National Liberation Front, did not have the capacity to defeat or
marginalize spoiler groups and also struggled to provide public services; as a result
the agreement lost backing from the local population and spoiler groups were
strengthened (Lara and Champain 2009). The risk of instability is augmented if the
former rebels institute a regime that lacks inclusivity. During the war, the rule of the
SPLM/A had focused on security; it had failed to build effective institutions and it
had also remained dominated by the Dinka ethnic group (Mampilly 2011). This
became a problem following the 2005 peace agreement and especially South
Sudan’s independence. The government was authoritarian and ethnically exclusive
and unable to meet the economic expectations of the inhabitants (Sriram 2008;
Brosché 2008). It did not take long before internal divisions came to the fore and
civil war broke out (Jones and Anderson 2015). This demonstrates that the terri-
tories held by rebel forces cannot simply be treated as terra nullius. Moreover, not
only territorial control matters, institutional capacity and the nature of the separatist
regime has an impact on the sustainability of a settlement. It seems that if an
agreement is reached—which may be a tall order indeed—then de facto states, or a
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high degree of rebel political order, could provide a good basis for sustainable
peace, especially if they have institutionalized a degree of diversity.

4 Conclusion

This contribution has suggested that the changed understanding of de facto states
also has implication for conflict analysis. Reaching a compromise solution when a
de facto state is involved will never be easy, but the longer-term prospects, and the
conditions for the inhabitants in the meantime, depend on the type of de facto states
that has been created; the degree to which effective institutions have been built and
political reforms introduced. This, moreover, also matters for the sustainability of
any agreement reached. However, these broad hypotheses need to be subjected to
systematic research. Conceptually, I have called for viewing de facto states as the
end of a continuum of rebel governance, and just like the literature on rebel gov-
ernance has policy implications, so does the above discussion. Isolating or weak-
ening de facto states is not the only possible response, and it may indeed backfire
and simply increase the influence of the patron state. Engagement is an alternative:
not just for the sake of civilians during the war (Mampilly 2011), but also to
strengthen reform forces within these entities which could gradually create a situ-
ation more conducive to compromise and to a sustainable settlement.

Acknowledgements The author would like to thank the two anonymous reviewers for their
helpful comments.

References

Arjona, A., Kasfir, N., & Mampilly, Z. (2015). Rebel governance in civil war. New York:
Cambridge University Press.

Barter, S. J. (2015). The rebel state in society: Governance and accommodation in Aceh, Indonesia.
In A. Arjona, N. Kasfir, & Z. Mampilly (Eds.), Rebel governance in civil war (pp. 226–245).
New York: Cambridge University Press.

Berg, E., & Kuusk, E. (2010). What makes sovereignty a relative concept? Empirical approaches
to international society. Political Geography, 29(1), 40–49.

Berg, E., & Toomla, R. (2009). Forms of normalisation in the quest for de facto statehood.
International Spectator, 44(4), 27–45.

Broers, L. (2013). Recognising politics in unrecognized states. Caucasus Survey, 1(1), 59–74.
Broers, L., Iskandaryan, A., & Minasyan, S. (2015). Introduction: The unrecognized politics of de

facto states in the post-Soviet space. Caucasus Survey, 3(3), 187–194.
Brosché, J. (2008). CPA: New Sudan, Old Sudan or Two Sudans? In U. J. Dahre (Ed.),

Post-conflict peace-building in the Horn of Africa (pp. 231–251). Lund: Department of Social
Anthropology and Department of Political Science, Lund University.

Caspersen, N. (2008). Separatism and democracy in the Caucasus. Survival, 50(4), 113–136.
Caspersen, N. (2011). Democracy, Nationalism and (lack of) sovereignty: The complex dynamics

of democratisation in unrecognized states. Nations and Nationalism, 17(2), 337–356.

20 N. Caspersen



Caspersen, N. (2012). Unrecognized states: The struggle for sovereignty in the modern
international system. Cambridge: Polity Press.

Caspersen, N. (2015). The pursuit of international recognition after Kosovo. Global Governance,
21(3), 393–412.

Caspersen, N. (2017). Peace agreements: Finding solutions to intra-state conflicts. Cambridge:
Polity.

Doyle, M. W., & Sambanis, N. (2000). International peacebuilding: A theoretical and quantitative
analysis. The American Political Science Review, 94(4), 779–801.

Francis, C. (2011). Conflict resolution and status: The case of Georgia and Abkhazia (1989–
2008). Brussels: VUB Press.

Hopmann, P. T., & Zartman, I. W. (2010). Overcoming the Nagorno-Karabakh Stalemate.
International Negotiation, 15(1), 1–6.

Hughes, J. (2007). Chechnya: From nationalism to jihad. Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania Press.

Hussain, Z. (2012). Pakistan’s most dangerous place. Winter: Wilson Quarterly.
International Crisis Group. (2013). Indonesia: Tensions over Aceh’s Flag s.l. Asia briefing no.

139.
Jones, S., & Anderson, M. (2015, October). South Sudan civil war inquiry details torture and

forced cannibalism. The Guardian.
Kasfir, N. (2015). Rebel governance: Constructing a field of inquiry. In A. Arjona, N. Kasfir, & Z.

Mapilly (Eds.), Rebel governance in civil war (pp. 21–46). New York: Cambridge University
Press.

Ker-Lindsay, J. (2012). The foreign policy of counter secession. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
King, C. (2001). The benefits of ethnic war: Understanding Eurasia’s unrecognized states. World

Politics, 53(July), 524–552.
Kolstø, P., & Blakkisrud, H. (2008). Living with non-recognition: State- and nation-building in

South Caucasian quasi-states. Europe-Asia Studies, 60(3), 483–509.
Lara, F. J., Jr., & Champain, P. (2009). Inclusive peace in muslim Mindanao: Revisiting the

dynamics of conflict and exclusion. London: International Alert.
Lynch, D. (2004). Engaging Eurasia’s separatist states. Washington, DC: United States Institute

of Peace Press.
Mampilly, Z. C. (2011). Rebel rulers: Insurgent governance and civilian life during war. Ithaca:

Cornell University Press.
Merikallio, K., & Ruokanen, T. (2015). The mediator: A biography of Martti Ahtisaari. London:

Hurst.
Ó Beacháin, D. (2015). Elections without recognition: Presidential and parliamentary contests in

Abkhazia and Nagorny Karabakh. Caucasus Survey, 3(3), 239–257.
Pegg, S. (1998). International society and the De Facto State. Aldershot: Ashgate.
Sriram, C. L. (2008). Peace as governance: Power-sharing, armed groups and contemporary

peace negotiations. Houndmills: Palgrave Macmillan.
Trend Agency. (2011, January). Azerbaijani presidential administration: Recognition of illegal

1991 “referendum” in Nagorno-Karabakh is impossible. http://en.trend.az/azerbaijan/karabakh/
1818873.html

Walter, B. F. (2002). Committing to peace: The successful settlement of civil wars. Princeton:
Princeton University Press.

Zartman, I. W. (1995). Collapsed states: The disintegration and restoration of legitimate
authority. Lynne Rienner: Boulder.

Making Peace with De Facto States 21

http://en.trend.az/azerbaijan/karabakh/1818873.html
http://en.trend.az/azerbaijan/karabakh/1818873.html


Author Biography

Nina Caspersen is Professor of Politics, at the University of York, UK. She is an internationally
recognized expert on separatist conflict and de facto states and the author of Contested Nationalism
(Oxford: Berghan, 2010), Unrecognized States (Cambridge: Polity, 2012), Peace Agreements
(Cambridge: Polity, 2017), and several articles in leading journals. Some of the research for this
article was funded by a Mid-Career Fellowship from the British Academy.

22 N. Caspersen



http://www.springer.com/978-3-319-56912-3


	2 Making Peace with De Facto States
	1 Making Peace with—While also Extending: The Concept of De Facto States
	2 Making Peace with Non-recognition
	3 How to Make Peace with De Facto States
	4 Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	References


